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The WSIPP benefit-cost analysis examines, on an apples-to-apples basis, the monetary value of
programs or policies to determine whether the benefits from the program exceed its costs. WSIPP’s
research approach to identifying evidence-based programs and policies has three main steps. First,
we determine “what works” (and what does not work) to improve outcomes using a statistical
technique called meta-analysis. Second, we calculate whether the benefits of a program exceed its
costs. Third, we estimate the risk of investing in a program by testing the sensitivity of our results. For
more detail on our methods, see our technical documentation.

 
Offender Re-entry Community Safety Program (dangerously mentally ill offenders)  

Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.
 

Program Description: Washington State’s Dangerous Mentally Ill Offender (DMIO) program
identifies mentally ill prisoners who pose a threat to public safety and provides them opportunities to
receive mental health treatment and other services up to five years after their release from prison.
The program is currently called Offender Re-entry Community Safety.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Current estimates replace old estimates. Numbers will change over time as a result of model inputs and monetization methods.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $1.76
Taxpayers $19,337 Benefits minus costs $25,245
Other (1) $46,063 Probability of a positive net present value 95 %
Other (2) ($6,901)
Total $58,499
Costs ($33,254)
Benefits minus cost $25,245

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $19,337 $46,063 $9,588 $74,988
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($16,489) ($16,489)

Totals $0 $19,337 $46,063 ($6,901) $58,499

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

1 Offender Re-entry Community Safety Program (dangerously mentally ill
offenders)

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


 

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $31,552 1 2010 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($33,254)
Comparison costs $0 1 2010 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Mayfield, J. (2009, February). The Dangerous Mentally Ill Offender program: Four-year felony recidivism and cost effectiveness (Document No. 09-02-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 1 -0.756 0.001 -0.756 0.146 37 -0.756 0.146 47

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Mayfield, J. (2009). The dangerous mentally ill offender program: Four-year felony recidivism and cost effectiveness (Doc. No. 09-02-1901). Olympia:

Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

2 Offender Re-entry Community Safety Program (dangerously mentally ill
offenders)

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


Therapeutic communities for offenders with co-occuring disorders  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse
treatment.  This meta-analysis included only therapeutic communities for offenders with co-occurring
substance use and mental disorders.  These residential living units are highly structured using a
hierarchical model among peers within the community.  Offenders gain responsibility as they
progress through the stages of treatment.  Depending on the level of dependency and the program,
therapeutic communities can range from 3 to 12 months.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $7.57
Taxpayers $7,519 Benefits minus costs $24,032
Other (1) $18,239 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $1,941
Total $27,699
Costs ($3,667)
Benefits minus cost $24,032

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $7,519 $18,239 $3,782 $29,540
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($1,841) ($1,841)

Totals $0 $7,519 $18,239 $1,941 $27,699

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $3,626 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($3,667)
Comparison costs $1 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

3 Therapeutic communities for offenders with co-occuring disorders
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 4 -0.301 0.002 -0.301 0.097 37 -0.301 0.097 47

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Sacks, S., Chaple, M., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., & Cleland, C. M. (2012). Randomized trial of a reentry modified therapeutic community for offenders with

co-occurring disorders: Crime outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 42(3), 247-259.

Sacks, S., McKendrick, K., Sacks, J. A. Y., Banks, S., & Harle, M. (2008). Enhanced outpatient treatment for co-occurring disorders: Main outcomes. Journal of
Substance Abuse Treatment, 34(1), 48-60.

Sacks, S., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., Banks, S., & Stommel, J. (2004). Modified TC for MICA offenders: Crime outcomes. Behavioral Sciences and the Law,
22(4), 477-501.

Sullivan, C. J., Sullivan, C. J., McKendrick, K., Sacks, S., & Banks, S. (2007). Modified therapeutic community treatment for offenders with MICA disorders:
Substance use outcomes. The American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 33(6), 823-832.

Van Stelle, K. R., & Moberg, D. P. (2004). Outcome data for MICA clients after participation in an institutional therapeutic community. Journal of Offender
Rehabilitation, 39(1), 37-62.
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Electronic monitoring (radio frequency or global positioning systems)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: A computer-based tracking device electronically monitors the location of an
offender.  Electronic monitoring devices are either radio frequency or Global Positioning System
(GPS) units.  Offenders are generally required to remain at home except for approved activities such
as work, school, or treatment.  Electronic monitoring is used for probationers, parolees, or pre-trial
defendants and can be used in lieu of, or in addition to, confinement.  The use of electronic
monitoring varies from lower to higher risk offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio n/a
Taxpayers $5,122 Benefits minus costs $22,227
Other (1) $12,892 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $3,111
Total $21,125
Costs $1,102
Benefits minus cost $22,227

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,122 $12,892 $2,560 $20,574
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 $551 $551

Totals $0 $5,122 $12,892 $3,111 $21,125

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $377 1 2009 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) $1,102
Comparison costs $1,405 1 2009 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Electronic monitoring costs per day were provided by the Department of Corrections.  The Institute calculated the total cost per participant assuming 30
days on electronic monitoring in lieu of 30 Electronic monitoring costs per day were provided by the Department of Corrections.  The Washington State
Institute for Public Policy calculated the total cost per participant assuming 30 days on electronic monitoring in lieu of 30 days in confinement (average
daily cost for jail and prison).

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 16 -0.266 0.001 -0.264 0.076 32 -0.264 0.076 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation programs in Oregon. San

Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

Bales, W., Mann, K., Blomberg, T., Gaes, G., Barrick, K., Dhungana, K., & McManus, B. (2010). A quantitative and qualitative assessment of electronic
monitoring. Tallahassee: Florida State University, College of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Center for Criminology and Public Policy Research.

Bonta, J., Wallace-Capretta, S., & Rooney, J. (2000). A quasi-experimental evaluation of an intensive rehabilitation supervision program. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 27(3), 312-329.

Bonta, J., Wallace-Capretta, S., & Rooney, J. (2000). Can electronic monitoring make a difference? An evaluation of three Canadian programs. Crime and
Delinquency, 46(1), 61-75.

Di Tella, R., & Schargrodsky, E. (2009). Criminal recidivism after prison and electronic monitoring (Working Paper No. 15602). Cambridge: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

Dodgson, K., Goodwin, P., Howard, P., Llewellyn-Thomas, S., Mortimer, E., Russell, N., & Weiner, M. (2001). Electronic monitoring of released prisoners: An
evaluation of the Home Detention curfew Scheme (Home Office Research Study 222). London: Home Office; Research, Development and Statistics
Directorate.

Finn, M. A., & Muirhead-Steves, S. (2002). The effectiveness of electronic monitoring with violent male parolees. Justice Quarterly, 19(2), 293-312.

Jolin, A., & Stipak, B. (1992). Drug treatment and electronically monitored home confinement: An evaluation of a community-based sentencing option.
Crime & Delinquency, 38(2), 158-170.

Jones, M., & Ross, D. L. (1997). Electronic house arrest and boot camp in North Carolina: Comparing recidivism. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 8(4), 383-404.

Marklund, F. & Holmberg, S. (2009). Effects of early release from prison using electronic tagging in Sweden. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 5(1), 41-61.

Padgett, K. G., Bales, W. D., & Blomberg, T. G. (2006). Under surveillance: An empirical test of the effectiveness and consequences of electronic monitoring.
Criminology & Public Policy, 5(1), 61-91.

Petersilia, J., & Turner, S. (1990). Intensive supervision for high-risk probationers: Findings from three California experiments. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Sugg, D., Moore, L., & Howard, P. (2001). Electronic monitoring and offending behaviour - reconviction results for the second year of trials of curfew orders
(Findings 141). London: Home Office; Research, Development and Statistics Directorate.

Turner, S., & Jannetta, J. (with Hess, J., Myers, R., Shah, R., Werth, R. & Whitby, A.). (2007). Implementation and early outcomes for the San Diego High Risk Sex
Offender (HRSO) GPS pilot program (Working Paper). Irvine: University of California, Irvine; Center for Evidence-Based Corrections.
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Correctional education (basic or post-secondary) in prison  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: This broad category of programs are delivered to persons in prison, and
typically consist of classes for offenders in Adult Basic Education, General Educational Development
preparation, and post-secondary education.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $19.69
Taxpayers $5,967 Benefits minus costs $21,681
Other (1) $14,455 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $2,421
Total $22,843
Costs ($1,162)
Benefits minus cost $21,681

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,967 $14,455 $3,006 $23,428
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($585) ($585)

Totals $0 $5,967 $14,455 $2,421 $22,843

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,102 1 2010 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,162)
Comparison costs $0 1 2010 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

7 Correctional education (basic or post-secondary) in prison
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 11 -0.238 0.001 -0.238 0.062 32 -0.238 0.062 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Cho, R.M., & Tyler, J.H. (2010). Does prison-based adult basic education improve postrelease outcomes for male prisoners in Florida? Crime & Delinquency.

Advance online publication. doi:10.1177/0011128710389588

Harer, M.D. (1995). Prison education program participation and recidivism: A test of the normalization hypothesis. Washington, DC: Federal Bureau of Prisons,
Office of Research and Evaluation.

Mitchell, O. (2002). Statistical analysis of the three state CEA data. Unpublished manuscript.

Piehl, A.M. (1995). Learning while doing time. Unpublished manuscript, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, Cambridge.

Sedgley, N.H., Scott, C. E., Williams, N.A., & Derrick, F.W. (2010). Prison's dilemma: Do education and jobs programmes affect recidivism? Economica,
77(307), 497-517.

Smith, L.G. (2005). Pennsylvania Department of Corrections education outcome study. Lanham, MD: Correctional Education Association.

Walsh, A. (1985). An evaluation of the effects of adult basic education on rearrest rates among probationers. Journal of Offender Counseling, Services, and
Rehabilitation, 9(4), 69-76.

Winterfield, L., Coggeshall, M., Burke-Storer, M., Correa, V., & Tidd, S. (2009). The effects of postsecondary correctional education: Final report. Washington,
DC: Urban Institute, Justice Policy Center.
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Vocational education in prison  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: Vocational education programs delivered in prison involve instruction for a
specific trade, occupation, or vocation such as welding, auto repair, building maintenance, and
graphic arts.  The primary goal of vocational education is to help offenders develop marketable job
skills upon release to the community.  Certificates or college credit can be earned for some vocational
programs.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $13.16
Taxpayers $5,631 Benefits minus costs $19,649
Other (1) $13,637 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $2,001
Total $21,268
Costs ($1,619)
Benefits minus cost $19,649

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,631 $13,637 $2,810 $22,078
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($809) ($809)

Totals $0 $5,631 $13,637 $2,001 $21,268

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,536 1 2010 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,619)
Comparison costs $0 1 2010 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 3 -0.256 0.001 -0.226 0.042 32 -0.226 0.042 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Lattimore, P.K., Witte, A.D., & Baker, J.R. (1990). Experimental assessment of the effect of vocational training on youthful property offenders. Evaluation

Review, 14(2), 115-133.

Saylor, W.G., Gaes, G.G. (1996). PREP: Training inmates through industrial work participation, and vocational and apprenticeship instruction. Washington, DC:
United States Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Callan, V., & Gardner, J. (2005). Vocational education and training provision and recidivism in Queensland correctional institutions. Queensland, Australia:
National Center for Vocational Education Research.
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Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative (for drug offenders)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: Washington State's Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative (DOSA) allows
certain offenders to receive reduced prison terms in exchange for completing chemical dependency
treatment while incarcerated.  Findings indicate DOSA is effective and significantly lowers recidivism
rates for drug offenders, but has no statistically significant effect on recidivism rates of property
offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $13.48
Taxpayers $5,494 Benefits minus costs $19,629
Other (1) $13,745 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $1,965
Total $21,204
Costs ($1,576)
Benefits minus cost $19,629

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,494 $13,745 $2,756 $21,995
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($791) ($791)

Totals $0 $5,494 $13,745 $1,965 $21,204

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,319 1 2004 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,576)
Comparison costs $0 1 2004 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Aos, S., Phipps, P., Barnoski, R. (2004). Washington’s Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative: An evaluation of benefits and costs (Document No. 05-01-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 1 -0.272 0.015 -0.272 0.111 32 -0.272 0.111 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901). Olympia: Washington

State Institute for Public Policy.
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Mental health courts  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated May 2014.

 
Program Description: Mental health courts, modeled after other therapeutic courts (e.g., drug
courts, DUI courts), divert offenders with mental health issues from incarceration to treatment in the
community. These courts utilize mental health assessments, individualized treatment plans, intensive
case management, and judicial monitoring to provide participants with the resources needed to
avoid criminal behavior while improving public safety. In some courts, charges are dropped with
successful completion of the program. Programs can vary in length sometimes up to 24 months.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $6.75
Taxpayers $5,541 Benefits minus costs $17,245
Other (1) $13,451 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $1,260
Total $20,253
Costs ($3,007)
Benefits minus cost $17,245

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,541 $13,451 $2,759 $21,752
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($1,499) ($1,499)

Totals $0 $5,541 $13,451 $1,260 $20,253

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $2,656 1 2006 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($3,007)
Comparison costs $0 1 2006 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimated from Ridgely, M. S., Engberg, J., Greenberg, M. D., Turner, S., DeMartini, C., & Dembosky, J. W. (2007). Justice, treatment, and cost: An evaluation
of the fiscal impact of Allegheny County Mental Health Court. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 6 -0.223 0.001 -0.223 0.068 38 -0.223 0.068 48
Psychiatric symptoms Primary 2 -0.309 0.359 -0.309 0.337 38 n/a n/a 39

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Boothroyd, R. A., Mercado, C. C., Poythress, N. G., Christy, A., & Petrila, J. (2005). Clinical outcomes of defendants in mental health court. Psychiatric Services,

56(7), 829-834.

Christy, A., Poythress, N. G., Boothroyd, R. A., Petrila, J., & Mehra, S. (2005), Evaluating the efficiency and community safety goals of the Broward County
Mental Health Court. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 23(2), 227-243.

Cosden, M., Ellens, J., Schnell, J. & Yamini-Diouf, J. (2004). Evaluation of the Santa Barbara County Mental Health Treatment Court with intensive case
management. Santa Barbara: University of California, Santa Barbara; Gervitz Graduate School of Education.
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Outpatient/non-intensive drug treatment (incarceration)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: This broad category includes less intensive treatment modalities delivered
during incarceration.  These treatments were generally less intensive outpatient, group counseling,
drug education, and relapse prevention.   

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $29.40
Taxpayers $4,529 Benefits minus costs $16,888
Other (1) $10,980 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $1,975
Total $17,484
Costs ($596)
Benefits minus cost $16,888

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $4,529 $10,980 $2,273 $17,783
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($299) ($299)

Totals $0 $4,529 $10,980 $1,975 $17,484

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $589 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($596)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 8 -0.182 0.001 -0.182 0.050 32 -0.182 0.050 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Daley, M., Love C. T., Shepard D. S., Petersen C. B., White K. L., & Hall F. B. (2004). Cost-effectiveness of Connecticut's in-prison substance abuse treatment.

Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 39(3), 69-92.

Dugan J. R., & Everett, R. S. (1998). An experimental test of chemical dependency therapy for jail inmates. International Journal of Offender Therapy and
Comparative Criminology, 42(4), 360-368.

Duwe, G. (2010). Prison-based chemical dependency treatment in Minnesota: An outcome evaluation. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 6(1), 57-81.

Gransky, L. A., & Jones, R. J. (1995). Evaluation of the post-release status of substance abuse program participants. Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority.

Hughey, R., & Klemke, L. W. (1996). Evaluation of a jail-based substance abuse treatment program. Federal Probation, 60(4), 40- 45.

Porporino, F. J., Robinson, D., Millson, B., & Weekes, J. R. (2002). An outcome evaluation of prison-based treatment programming for substance users.
Substance Use & Misuse, 37(8-10), 1047-1077.

Tunis, S., Austin, J., Morris, M., Hardyman, P., & Bolyard, M. (1996). Evaluation of drug treatment in local corrections (Document No. NCJ 159313).
Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.
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and Behavior, 17(1), 71-92.
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Inpatient/intensive outpatient drug treatment (incarceration)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: This grouping of programs includes inpatient or intensive outpatient
treatment delivered during incarceration.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $13.41
Taxpayers $4,326 Benefits minus costs $15,127
Other (1) $10,475 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $1,547
Total $16,348
Costs ($1,221)
Benefits minus cost $15,127

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $4,326 $10,475 $2,156 $16,957
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($609) ($609)

Totals $0 $4,326 $10,475 $1,547 $16,348

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,208 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,221)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 6 -0.172 0.001 -0.172 0.054 35 -0.172 0.054 45

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Baer, J. S., Kivlahan, D. R., Blume, A. W., McKnight, P., & Marlatt, G. A. (2001). Brief intervention for heavy-drinking college students: 4-year follow-up and
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Juarez, P., Walters, S. T., Daugherty, M., & Radi, C. (2006). A randomized trial of motivational interviewing and feedback with heavy drinking college
students. Journal of Drug Education, 36(3), 233-246.
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Schaus, J. F., Sole, M. L., McCoy, T. P., Mullett, N., & O'Brien, M. C. (2009). Alcohol screening and brief intervention in a college student health center: A
randomized controlled trial. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, Suppl. 16, 131-141.
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Risk Need & Responsivity supervision (for high and moderate risk offenders)   
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2013.

 
Program Description: For this broad grouping of programs, supervision of adult offenders utilizing
“Risk Need Responsivity” (RNR) principles were included in this analysis. The risk principle pertains to
interventions commensurate with an offender’s risk for re-offense. The need principle targets
offender’s criminogenic needs such as anti-social attitudes or substance abuse. The responsivity
principle refers to interventions geared toward the offender’s individual abilities and motivation level.
Supervision using RNR principles focuses on high to moderate risk offenders and interventions are
either cognitive behavioral or social learning techniques. The officer uses motivational interviewing to
engage the offender and supervision is based on a behavioral or contingency management style.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $3.79
Taxpayers $5,311 Benefits minus costs $13,665
Other (1) $13,057 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $203
Total $18,571
Costs ($4,906)
Benefits minus cost $13,665

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $5,311 $13,057 $2,679 $21,047
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,476) ($2,476)

Totals $0 $5,311 $13,057 $203 $18,571

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $4,853 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,906)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Alan Haskins, Dec. 2012

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 7 -0.267 0.001 -0.242 0.044 37 -0.242 0.044 47

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bonta, J., Bourgon, G., Rugge, T., Scott, T., Yessine, A., Gutierrez, L., & Li, J. (2011). An experimental demonstration of training probation officers in evidence-
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Jalbert, S. K., Rhodes, W., Kane, M., Clawson, E., Bogue, B., Flygare, C., Kling, R., & Guevara, M. (2011). A multi-site evaluation of reduced probation caseload
sizes in an evidence-based practice setting (NCJ No. NCJ 234596). Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Latessa, E., Smith, P., Schweitzer, M. & Labrecque, R. (2013).  Evaluation of the effective practices in community supervision model (EPICS) in Ohio. Center for
Criminal Justice Research: University of Cincinnati.

Robinson, C., VanBenschoten, S., Alexander, M., & Lowenkamp, C. (2011). A random (almost) study of staff training aimed at reducing re-arrest
(STARR):Reducing recidivism through intentional design. Federal Probation, 75(2).

Taxman, F. S. (2008). No illusions: Offender and organizational change in Maryland's proactive community supervision efforts. Criminology and Public Policy,
7(2), 275-302.

Trotter, C. (1996). The impact of different supervision practices in community corrections: Cause for optimism. The Australian & New Zealand Journal of
Criminology, 29(1), 1-19.
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Cognitive behavioral treatment (for high and moderate risk offenders)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated August 2014.

 
Program Description: Cognitive-behavioral therapy (CBT) emphasizes individual accountability and
teaches offenders that cognitive deficits, distortions, and flawed thinking processes cause criminal
behavior.  For this broad grouping of studies, CBT was delivered to adults in either an institutional or
community setting and included a variety of “brand name” programs (Moral Reconation Therapy,
Reasoning and Rehabilitation, and Thinking 4 a Change).  We excluded studies from this analysis that
evaluated CBT delivered specifically as sex offender treatment.  We investigated additional policy
questions about CBT using multivariate regression analysis for the 36 effect sizes and found some
variation in effectiveness across this broad grouping of programs.  Although not statistically
significant (p=0.154), results slightly favor brand name CBT programs.  We also found that CBT
programs delivered in an institutional setting performed better than those delivered in the
community (p=0.574).

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $26.47
Taxpayers $2,884 Benefits minus costs $10,777
Other (1) $7,080 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) $1,237
Total $11,201
Costs ($424)
Benefits minus cost $10,777

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $2,884 $7,080 $1,450 $11,414
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($213) ($213)

Totals $0 $2,884 $7,080 $1,237 $11,201

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

21 Cognitive behavioral treatment (for high and moderate risk offenders)

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


 

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $412 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($424)
Comparison costs $0 0 2011 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 40 -0.151 0.001 -0.134 0.038 30 -0.134 0.038 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Armstrong, T.A. (2003). The effect of Moral Reconation Therapy on the recidivism of youthful offenders: A randomized experiment. Criminal Justice and
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179976). Washington, DC: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.
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Home Office.

Cann, J., Falshaw, L., Nugent, F., & Friendship, C. (2003). Understanding what works: Accredited cognitive skills programmes for adult men and young offenders
(Research Findings No. 226). London: Home Office.

Culver, H.E. (1993). Intentional skill development as an interventional tool. Dissertation Abstracts International, 54(06), 2053A.
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Case management: swift & certain/graduated sanctions for substance abusing
offenders  

Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.
 

Program Description: “Swift and certain sanctions” is a strategy of supervision for substance-
abusing offenders for offenders who violate the terms of supervision. Most of the studies included in
this category also describe the use of graduated sanctions—sanctions that increase in severity—with
continued violation behavior.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $3.20
Taxpayers $4,511 Benefits minus costs $10,761
Other (1) $11,339 Probability of a positive net present value 96 %
Other (2) ($191)
Total $15,659
Costs ($4,898)
Benefits minus cost $10,761

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $4,511 $11,339 $2,266 $18,116
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,456) ($2,456)

Totals $0 $4,511 $11,339 ($191) $15,659

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $4,756 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,898)
Comparison costs $1 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 6 -0.232 0.003 -0.232 0.078 30 -0.232 0.078 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
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Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative (for property offenders)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: Washington State's Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative (DOSA) allows
certain offenders to receive reduced prison terms in exchange for completing chemical dependency
treatment while incarcerated.  Findings indicate DOSA is effective and significantly lowers recidivism
rates for drug offenders, but has no statistically significant effect on recidivism rates of property
offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $7.24
Taxpayers $3,042 Benefits minus costs $9,813
Other (1) $7,622 Probability of a positive net present value 70 %
Other (2) $724
Total $11,389
Costs ($1,576)
Benefits minus cost $9,813

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $3,042 $7,622 $1,515 $12,180
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($791) ($791)

Totals $0 $3,042 $7,622 $724 $11,389

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,319 1 2004 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,576)
Comparison costs $0 1 2004 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Aos, S., Phipps, P., Barnoski, R. (2004). Washington’s Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative: An evaluation of benefits and costs (Document No. 05-01-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 1 -0.151 0.504 -0.151 0.226 32 -0.151 0.226 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
See WSIPP report: Washington’s Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative: An Update on Recidivism Findings.
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Therapeutic communities for chemically dependent offenders (community)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse
treatment.  These residential living units are highly structured using a hierarchical model among
peers within the community.  Offenders gain responsibility as they progress through the stages of
treatment.  Depending on the level of dependency and the program, therapeutic communities can
range from 6 to 18 months.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $4.83
Taxpayers $3,319 Benefits minus costs $9,532
Other (1) $8,291 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $414
Total $12,024
Costs ($2,492)
Benefits minus cost $9,532

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $3,319 $8,291 $1,653 $13,263
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($1,239) ($1,239)

Totals $0 $3,319 $8,291 $414 $12,024

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $2,463 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($2,492)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 9 -0.152 0.001 -0.152 0.042 33 -0.152 0.042 43

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Butzin, C. A., Martin, S. S., & Inciardi, J. A. (2005). Treatment during transition from prison to community and subsequent illicit drug use. Journal of Substance

Abuse Treatment, 28(4), 351-358.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation Tier Programs.
Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Hiller, M. L., Knight, K., & Simpson, D. D. (2006). Recidivism following mandated residential substance abuse treatment for felony probationers. The Prison
Journal, 86(2), 230-241.

Inciardi, J. A., Martin S. S., & Butzin, C. A. (2004). Five-year outcomes of therapeutic community treatment of drug-involved offenders after release from
prison. Crime & Delinquency, 50(1), 88-107.

Robbins, C. A., Martin, S. S., & Surratt, H. L. (2009). Substance abuse treatment, anticipated maternal roles, and reentry success of drug-involved women
prisoners. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 388-411.

Sacks, S., Chaple, M., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., & Cleland, C. M. (2012). Randomized trial of a reentry modified therapeutic community for offenders with
co-occurring disorders: Crime outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 42(3), 247-259.

Sacks, S., McKendrick, K., Sacks, J. A. Y., Banks, S., & Harle, M. (2008). Enhanced outpatient treatment for co-occurring disorders: Main outcomes. Journal of
Substance Abuse Treatment, 34(1), 48-60.

Sacks, S., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., Banks, S., & Stommel, J. (2004). Modified TC for MICA offenders: Crime outcomes. Behavioral Sciences and the Law,
22(4), 477-501.
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Drug courts  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated August 2014.

 
Program Description: While each drug court is unique, they each share the primary goals of
reducing criminal recidivism and substance abuse among participants. Drug courts use
comprehensive supervision, drug testing, treatment services, and immediate sanctions and incentives
in an attempt to modify the behavior of certain drug-involved defendants. In our analysis we included
the effect sizes of all drug court reports with reliable methodological rigor, regardless of drug court
operations. Through a meta-regression analysis, we found that programs which excluded dealers
were more successful in reducing recidivism (p-value: 0.018). We also analyzed follow-up period,
pre/post adjudication court condition, and length of treatment, but found no statistically significant
reduction in recidivism due to these variables.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $2.86
Taxpayers $3,709 Benefits minus costs $8,867
Other (1) $10,624 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) ($585)
Total $13,748
Costs ($4,881)
Benefits minus cost $8,867

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $3,709 $10,624 $1,852 $16,185
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,437) ($2,437)

Totals $0 $3,709 $10,624 ($585) $13,748

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $9,488 1.2 2003 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,881)
Comparison costs $7,335 1 2003 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 30 %

stimated from Barnoski,R., & Aos, S. (2003). Washington State's drug courts for adult defendents: Outcome evaluation and cost-benefit analysis (Document
No. 03-03-1201). Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 70 -0.265 0.001 -0.241 0.026 32 -0.241 0.026 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Barnoski, R., & Aos, S. (2003). Washington State's drug courts for adult defendants: Outcome evaluation and cost-benefit analysis (Document No. 03-03-1201).

Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Bavon, A. (2001). The effect of the Tarrant County drug court project on recidivism. Evaluation and Program Planning, 24(1), 13-24.

Breckenridge, J.F., Winfree, L.T., Jr., Maupin, J.R., & Clason, D.L. (2000). Drunk drivers, DWI 'drug court' treatment, and recidivism: Who fails? Justice Research
and Policy, 2(1), 87.

Brewster, M.P. (2001). An evaluation of the Chester County (PA) Drug Court Program. Journal of Drug Issues, 31(1), 177- 206.

Carey, S.M., Lucas, L.M., Waller, M.S., Lambarth, C.H., Linhares, R., Weller, J.M., & Finigan, M.W. (2009). Vermont drug courts: Rutland County adult drug court
process, outcome, and cost evaluation (Final Report). Portland, OR: NPC Research.

Craddock, A. (2002). North Carolina Drug Treatment Court evaluation: Final report. Raleigh: North Carolina Court System.

Crumpton, D., Brekhus, J., Weller, J., & Finigan, M. (2003). Cost analysis of Baltimore City, Maryland Drug Treatment Court. Portland, OR: NPC Research.

Deschenes, E.P., Cresswell, L., Emami, V., Moreno, K., Klein, Z., & Condon, C. (2001). Success of drug courts: Process and outcome evaluations in Orange
County, California (Final Report). Long Beach: California State University Long Beach.

Ericson, R., Welter, S., & Johnson, T. L. (1999). Evaluation of the Hennepin County Drug Court. Minneapolis: Minnesota Citizens Council on Crime & Justice.

Fielding, J.E., Tye, G., Ogawa, P.L., Imam, I.J., & Long, A.M. (2002). Los Angeles County drug court programs: Initial results. Journal of Substance Abuse
Treatment, 23(3), 217-224.

Finigan, M.W., Carey, S.M., & Cox, A. (2007). The impact of a mature drug court over 10 years of operation: Recidivism and costs (Final Report). Portland, OR:
NPC Research.

Godley, M.D., Dennis, M. L., Funk, R., Siekmann, M., & Weisheit, R. (1998). An evaluation of the Madison County assessment and treatment alternative court.
Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

Goldkamp, J.S., & Weiland, D. (1993). Assessing the impact of Dade County's Felony Drug Court: Final report. Philadelphia: Crime and Justice Research
Institute.
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Crime and Justice Research Institute.
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Sex offender treatment in the community  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2013.

 
Program Description: The studies of sex offender treatment in the community include broad
therapeutic components such as cognitive behavioral treatment, individual or group counseling,
psychotherapy, behavioral therapy, and aversion therapy.  Supervision is a key aspect of the
treatment in these studies.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $6.36
Taxpayers $2,213 Benefits minus costs $8,728
Other (1) $7,852 Probability of a positive net present value 85 %
Other (2) $293
Total $10,358
Costs ($1,630)
Benefits minus cost $8,728

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $2,213 $7,852 $1,103 $11,168
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($810) ($810)

Totals $0 $2,213 $7,852 $293 $10,358

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,613 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,630)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 7 -0.356 0.091 -0.204 0.151 37 -0.204 0.151 47

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation programs in Oregon. San

Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

Hanson, R.K., I. Broom, and M. Stephenson. (2004). Evaluating Community Sex Offender Treatment Programs: A 12-Year Follow- Up of 724 Offenders.
Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 36(2), 87-96.

Marshall, W. L., Eccles, A., and Barbaree, H. E. (1991). The treatment of exhibitionists: A focus on sexual deviance versus cognitive and relationship features.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 29(2), 129-135.

McGrath, R. J., Hoke, S. E., & Vojtisek, J. E. (1998). Cognitive-behavioral treatment of sex offenders: A treatment comparison and long-term follow-up study.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 25(2), 203-225.

Procter, E. (1996). A five-year outcome evaluation of a community-based treatment programme for convicted sexual offenders run by the probations
service. (England) The Journal of Sexual Aggression 2(1), 3-16.

Romero, Joseph J. and Linda M. Williams. (1983). Group Psychotherapy and Intensive Probation Supervision with Sex Offenders: A Comparative Study.
Federal Probation 47: 36-42.
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Therapeutic communities for chemically dependent offenders (incarceration)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse
treatment.  These residential living units are highly structured using a hierarchical model among
peers within the community.  Offenders gain responsibility as they progress through the stages of
treatment.  Depending on the level of dependency and the program, therapeutic communities can
range from 6 to 18 months.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $2.48
Taxpayers $3,367 Benefits minus costs $6,502
Other (1) $8,066 Probability of a positive net present value 98 %
Other (2) ($521)
Total $10,912
Costs ($4,410)
Benefits minus cost $6,502

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $3,367 $8,066 $1,687 $13,120
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,208) ($2,208)

Totals $0 $3,367 $8,066 ($521) $10,912

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $4,359 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,410)
Comparison costs $0 1 2013 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

35 Therapeutic communities for chemically dependent offenders
(incarceration)

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 18 -0.119 0.001 -0.119 0.029 32 -0.119 0.029 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Eisenberg, M., Arrigona, N., & Bryl, J. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment programs. Texas Criminal

Justice Policy Council.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. (2001). Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation Tier Programs.
Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.
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Hall, E. A., Prendergast, M. L., Wellisch, J., Patten, M., & Cao, Y. (2004). Treating drug-abusing women prisoners: An outcomes evaluation of the Forever Free
program. The Prison Journal, 84(1), 81-105.

Hanson, G. (2000). Pine Lodge intensive inpatient treatment program. Tumwater: Washington State Department of Corrections, Planning and Research
Section.

Klebe, K. J., & O'Keefe, M. (2004). Outcome evaluation of the Crossroads to Freedom House and Peer I therapeutic communities (Document No. 208126).
Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Knight, K., Simpson, D. D., & Hiller, M. L. (1999). Three-year reincarceration outcomes for in-prison therapeutic community treatment in Texas. The Prison
Journal, 79(3), 337-351.
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of Psychoactive Drugs, 38(sup3), 333-343.

Miller, J. M., & Miller, H. V. (2011). Considering the effectiveness of drug treatment behind bars: Findings from the South Carolina RSAT evaluation. Justice
Quarterly, 28(1), 70-86.

Pealer, J. A. (2004). A community of peers—promoting behavior change: The effectiveness of a therapeutic community for juvenile male offenders in reducing
recidivism. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Cincinnati, Ohio.

Pelissier, B., Rhodes, W., Saylor, W., Gaes, G., Camp, S. D., Vanyur, S. D., & Wallace, S. (2000r). TRIAD drug treatment evaluation project final report of three-
year outcomes: Part 1. Washington, DC: Federal Bureau of Prisons, Office of Research.

Prendergast, M. L., Hall, E. A., Wexler, H. K., Melnick, G., & Cao, Y. (2004). Amity prison-based therapeutic community: 5-year outcomes. The Prison Journal,
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Sullivan, C. J., Sullivan, C. J., McKendrick, K., Sacks, S., & Banks, S. (2007). Modified therapeutic community treatment for offenders with MICA disorders:
Substance use outcomes. The American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 33(6), 823- 832.

Taxman, F. S. & Spinner, D. L. (1997). Jail addiction services (JAS) demonstration project in Montgomery County, Maryland: Jail and community based
substance abuse treatment program model. College Park, MD: University of Maryland.
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Work release  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: Work release programs are a form of partial confinement enabling certain
offenders to serve all or a portion of their prison/jail sentence in a residential facility while employed
in the community. 

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $10.08
Taxpayers $1,828 Benefits minus costs $6,152
Other (1) $4,425 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $578
Total $6,831
Costs ($679)
Benefits minus cost $6,152

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $1,828 $4,425 $919 $7,172
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($341) ($341)

Totals $0 $1,828 $4,425 $578 $6,831

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $43,071 1 2007 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($679)
Comparison costs $42,456 1 2007 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Drake, E. (2007, November).  Does participation in Washington's work release facilities reduce recidivism? (Document No. 07-11-1201).  Olympia:
Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 7 -0.081 0.011 -0.074 0.029 33 -0.074 0.029 43

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Berk, J. (2008). Does work release work? Unpublished manuscript, Brown University, Providence, RI. Retrieved June 28, 2011 from

http://client.norc.org/jole/soleweb/8318.pdf

Drake, E. (2007). Does participation in Washington's work release facilities reduce recidivism? (Document No. 07-11-1201). Olympia: Washington State
Institute for Public Policy.

Jeffrey, R., & Woolpert, S. (1974). Work furlough as an alternative to incarceration. The Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology, 65(3), 405-415.

LeClair, D., & Guarino-Ghezzi, S. (1991). Does incapacitation guarantee public safety? Lessons from the Massachusetts furlough and prerelease programs.
Justice Quarterly, 8(1), 9-36.

Turner, S., & Petersilia, J. (1996). Work release in Washington: Effects on recidivism and corrections costs. Prison Journal, 76(2), 138-164.

Waldo, G.P., & Chiricos, T.G. (1977). Work release and recidivism: An empirical evaluation of a social policy. Evaluation Quarterly, 1(1), 87-108.
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Employment training/job assistance in the community  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: Employment and job training programs teach job preparedness and skills that
are necessary for the workplace, such as effective job searches, applications, and resumes.  Some
programs may specifically address barriers to employment for convicted offenders.  These meta-
analytic results were last updated in 2006.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $44.66
Taxpayers $1,568 Benefits minus costs $6,064
Other (1) $3,919 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $716
Total $6,203
Costs ($139)
Benefits minus cost $6,064

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $1,568 $3,919 $786 $6,273
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($70) ($70)

Totals $0 $1,568 $3,919 $716 $6,203

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $132 1 2010 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($139)
Comparison costs $0 0 2007 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 16 -0.077 0.020 -0.077 0.032 32 -0.077 0.032 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Anderson, D.B., & Schumacker, R.E. (1986). Assessment of job training programs. Journal of Offender Counseling, Services, & Rehabilitation, 10(4), 41-49.

Beck, J.L. (1979). An evaluation of federal community treatment centers. Federal Probation, 43, 36-40.

Beck, J.L. (1981). Employment, community treatment center placement, and recidivism : A study of released federal offenders. Federal Probation, 45(4), 3-8.

Berk, R.A., Lenihan, K.J., & Rossi, P.H. (1980). Crime and poverty: Some experimental evidence from ex-offenders. American Sociological Review, 45(5), 766-
786.

Bloom, H.S., Orr, L.L., Bell, S.H., Cave, G., Doolittle, F., Lin, W., & Bos, J.M. (1997). The benefits and costs of JTPA Title II-A programs: Key findings from the
National Job Training Partnership Act study. The Journal of Human Resources, 32(3), 549-576.

Cave, G., Bos, H., Doolittle, F., & Toussaint, C. (1993). JOBSTART: Final report on a program for school dropouts. New York: MDRC.

Mallar, C.D., & Thornton, C.V.D. (1978). Transitional aid for released prisoners: Evidence from the life experiment. The Journal of Human Resources, 13(2),
208-236.

Menon, R., Blakely, C., Carmichael, D., & Snow, D. (1995). Making a dent in recidivism rates: Impact of employment on minority ex-offenders. In G. E. Thomas
(Ed.), Race and ethnicity in America: Meeting the challenge in the 21st century (pp. 279-293). Washington, DC: Taylor & Francis.

Milkman, R.H. (1985). Employment services for ex-offenders field test--Detailed research results (Document No. NCJ 099807). McLean, VA: The Lazar Institute.

Rossman, S., Sridharan, S., Gouvis, C., Buck, J., Morley, E. (1999). Impact of the Opportunity to Succeed (OPTS) aftercare program for substance-abusing felons:
Comprehensive final report. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.

Schochet, P.Z., Burghardt, J., & Glazerman, S. (2001). National Job Corps study: The impacts of Job Corps on participants' employment and related outcomes
(Document No. PR00-67). Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research.

Uggen, C. (2000). Work as a turning point in the life course of criminals: A duration model of age, employment, and recidivism. American Sociological
Review, 65(4), 529–546.
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Correctional industries in prison  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: Correctional industries are prison jobs where offenders earn a wage for their
work.  In this broad grouping of programs, industries can include private sector, non-profit, or
institutional support jobs. 

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $4.71
Taxpayers $1,939 Benefits minus costs $5,411
Other (1) $4,695 Probability of a positive net present value 99 %
Other (2) $239
Total $6,872
Costs ($1,462)
Benefits minus cost $5,411

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $1,939 $4,695 $968 $7,601
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($729) ($729)

Totals $0 $1,939 $4,695 $239 $6,872

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,387 1 2010 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,462)
Comparison costs $0 0 2010 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 9 -0.084 0.001 -0.078 0.023 32 -0.078 0.023 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Berk, J.A. (2009). Essays on work and education: Behind bars and in the free world. Dissertation Abstracts International, 69(11), A.

Drake, E.K. (2003). Class I impacts: Work during incarceration and its effects on post-prison employment patterns and recidivism. Olympia, WA: Washington
State Department of Corrections, Planning and Research Section.

Hopper, J.D. (2009). The effects of private prison labor program participation on inmate recidivism. Dissertation Abstracts International, 69(07), A.

Maguire, K.E., Flanagan, T.J., & Thornberry, T.P. (1988). Prison labor and recidivism. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 4(1), 3-18.

Saylor, W.G., & Gaes, G.G. (1996). PREP: Training inmates through industrial work participation, and vocational and apprenticeship instruction. Washington,
DC: United States Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Smith, C.J., Bechtel, J., Patrick, A., Smith, R.R., & Wilson-Gentry, L. (2006). Correctional Industries preparing inmates for re-entry: Recidivism & post-release
employment. (Retrieved from United States Department of Justice database; Document No. 214608)

Soderstrom, I.R., Minor, K.I., Castellano, T.C., & Adams, J.L. (2001). An evaluation of a state's correctional industries program. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences, Washington, DC.
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Outpatient/non-intensive drug treatment (community)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: This broad category includes less intensive treatment modalities delivered in
the community.  These treatments were generally less intensive outpatient, group counseling, drug
education, and relapse prevention.   

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $9.42
Taxpayers $1,469 Benefits minus costs $5,005
Other (1) $3,692 Probability of a positive net present value 92 %
Other (2) $439
Total $5,601
Costs ($595)
Benefits minus cost $5,005

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $1,469 $3,692 $738 $5,900
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($299) ($299)

Totals $0 $1,469 $3,692 $439 $5,601

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $589 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($595)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 4 -0.076 0.099 -0.076 0.046 30 -0.076 0.046 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation programs in Oregon. San

Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism among drug-
involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.

Lattimore, P. K., Krebs, C. P., Koetse, W., Lindquist, C., & Cowell, A. J. (2005). Predicting the effect of substance abuse treatment on probationer recidivism.
Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(2), 159-189.
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Intensive supervision (surveillance & treatment)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: In this broad grouping of programs, intensive supervision probation/parole
(ISP) emphasizes a higher degree of surveillance than traditional supervision in the community.  The
average number of face-to-face monthly contacts for studies included in our meta-analysis was 12.
ISP could be delivered in lieu of incarceration, as a conditional release from incarceration in the form
of parole, or as a probation sentence.  Conditions of supervision vary across the studies, but some
characteristics include urinalysis testing, increased face-to-face or collateral contacts, or required
participation in treatment.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $1.59
Taxpayers $4,197 Benefits minus costs $4,707
Other (1) $10,500 Probability of a positive net present value 78 %
Other (2) ($1,928)
Total $12,769
Costs ($8,061)
Benefits minus cost $4,707

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $4,197 $10,500 $2,103 $16,800
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($4,031) ($4,031)

Totals $0 $4,197 $10,500 ($1,928) $12,769

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $7,124 1 2006 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($8,061)
Comparison costs $0 1 2009 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 17 -0.205 0.004 -0.205 0.071 30 -0.205 0.071 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bonta, J., Wallace-Capretta, S., & Rooney, J. (2000). A quasi-experimental evaluation of an intensive rehabilitation supervision program. Criminal Justice and

Behavior, 27(3), 312-329.

Deschenes, E. P., Turner, S., & Petersilia, J. (1995). Intensive community supervision in Minnesota: A dual experiment in prison diversion and enhanced
supervised release. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Erwin, B. S., Bennett, L. A. (1987). New dimensions in probation: Georgia's experience with intensive probation supervision (Research in Brief). Washington, DC:
National Institute of Justice.

Fulton, B., Stichman, A., Latessa, E., & Travis, L. (1998). Evaluating the prototypical ISP: Iowa Correctional Services Second Judicial District (Final Report).
Cincinnati, OH: University of Cincinnati, Division of Criminal Justice.

Hanley, D. (2002). Risk differentiation and intensive supervision: A meaningful union? (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati,
OH.

Lichtman, C. M., & Smock, S. M. (1981). The effects of social services on probationer recidivism: A field experiment. Journal of Research in Crime &
Deliquency, 18(1), 81-100.

Stichman, A., Fulton, B., Latessa, E., & Travis, L. (1998). Evaluating the prototypical ISP: Hartford Intensive Supervision Unit Connecticut Office of Adult
Probation Administrative Office of the Courts (Final Report). Cincinnati, OH: University of Cincinnati, Division of Criminal Justice.

Paparozzi, M. A., & Gendreau, P. (2005). An intensive supervision program that worked: Service delivery, professional orientation, and organizational
supportiveness. The Prison Journal, 85(4), 445-466.

Pearson, F. S., & Harper, A. G. (1990). Contingent intermediate sentences: New Jersey's intensive supervision program. Crime & Delinquency, 36(1), 75-86.

Petersilia, J., & Turner, S. (1990). Intensive supervision for high-risk probationers: Findings from three California experiments. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Petersilia, J., Turner, S., & Deschenes, E. P. (1992). Intensive supervision programs for drug offenders. In J. M. Byrne, A. J. Lurigio, & J. Petersilia (Eds.), Smart
sentencing: The emergence of intermediate sanctions (pp. 18-37). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
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Sex offender treatment during incarceration  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2013.

 
Program Description: Sex offender treatment for offenders in confinement is typically delivered in a
separate therapeutic environment. Therapeutic components for this broad group of studies included
cognitive behavioral treatment, individual and group counseling, psychotherapy, behavioral therapy,
and aversion therapy.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $1.87
Taxpayers $2,413 Benefits minus costs $4,436
Other (1) $8,504 Probability of a positive net present value 78 %
Other (2) ($1,357)
Total $9,559
Costs ($5,122)
Benefits minus cost $4,436

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $2,413 $8,504 $1,215 $12,132
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,573) ($2,573)

Totals $0 $2,413 $8,504 ($1,357) $9,559

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $5,064 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($5,122)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 8 -0.157 0.033 -0.157 0.073 37 -0.157 0.073 47

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Barnoski, R. (2006). Sex offender sentencing in Washington State: Does the prison treatment program reduce recidivism? (Document No. 06-06-1205).
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Inpatient/intensive outpatient drug treatment (community)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: This grouping of programs includes inpatient or intensive outpatient
treatment delivered to offenders who are supervised in the community.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $3.49
Taxpayers $950 Benefits minus costs $2,373
Other (1) $2,383 Probability of a positive net present value 61 %
Other (2) ($4)
Total $3,329
Costs ($956)
Benefits minus cost $2,373

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $950 $2,383 $477 $3,810
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($480) ($480)

Totals $0 $950 $2,383 ($4) $3,329

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $945 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($956)
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 5 -0.048 0.649 -0.048 0.106 30 -0.048 0.106 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
California Department of Corrections. (1997). Los Angeles Prison Parole Network: An evaluation report. CA: Author.

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12- 1901). Olympia: Washington
State Institute for Public Policy.

Eisenberg, M., Arrigona, N., & Bryl, J. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment programs. Texas Criminal
Justice Policy Council.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation Tier Programs.
Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism among drug-
involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.
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Case management: not swift and certain for substance abusing offenders  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated December 2012.

 
Program Description: This broad category includes studies using a case management approach to
offender supervision and transition from incarceration.  A variety of case management models (e.g.,
brokerage or intensive) are included within this category.  The primary goals of case management is
to improve collaboration between correctional and treatment staff and to increase participation in
substance abuse treatment.  This category excludes studies that are based on the "swift and certain"
approach.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $0.52
Taxpayers $1,243 Benefits minus costs ($2,348)
Other (1) $3,131 Probability of a positive net present value 26 %
Other (2) ($1,825)
Total $2,549
Costs ($4,896)
Benefits minus cost ($2,348)

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $1,243 $3,131 $617 $4,991
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,442) ($2,442)

Totals $0 $1,243 $3,131 ($1,825) $2,549

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $4,756 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,896)
Comparison costs $0 1 2011 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 13 -0.074 0.312 -0.068 0.048 33 -0.068 0.048 43

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Anglin, M. D., Longshore, D., & Turner, S. (1999). Treatment alternatives to street crime: An evaluation of five programs. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 26(2),

168-195.

California Department of Corrections. (1996). Parolee Partnership Program: A parole outcome evaluation. Sacramento: California Department of Corrections;
Evaluation, Compliance, and Information Systems Division; Research Branch.

Guydish, J., Chan, M., Bostrom, A., Jessup, M. A., Davis, T. B., & Marsh, C. (2011). A randomized trial of probation case management for drug-involved
women offenders. Crime and Delinquency, 57(2), 167-198.

Hanlon, T. E., Nurco, D. N., Bateman, R. W., & O'Grady, K. E. (1999). The relative effects of three approaches to the parole supervision of narcotic addicts and
cocaine abusers. The Prison Journal, 79(2), 163-181.

Longshore, D., Turner, S., & Fain. T. (2005) Effects of case management on parolee misconduct. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 32(2), 205-222.

Owens, S. J., Klebe, K. J., Arens, S. A., Durham, R. L., Hughes, J., Moor, C. J., ... & Stommel, J. (1998). The Effectiveness of Colorado's TASC Programs. Journal of
Offender Rehabilitation, 26(1-2), 161-176.

Prendergast, M., Frisman, L., Sacks, J. Y., Staton-Tindall, M., Greenwell, L., Lin, H. J., & Cartier, J. (2011). A multi-site, randomized study of strengths-based
case management with substance-abusing parolees. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7(3), 225- 253.

Rhodes, W., & Gross, M. (1997). Case management reduces drug use and criminality among drug-involved arrestees: An experimental study of an HIV
prevention intervention. US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice.
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Intensive supervision (surveillance only)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated April 2012.

 
Program Description: In this broad grouping of programs, intensive supervision probation/parole
(ISP) emphasizes a higher degree of surveillance than traditional supervision in the community.  The
average number of face-to-face monthly contacts for studies included in our meta-analysis was 12.
ISP could be delivered in lieu of incarceration, as a conditional release from incarceration in the form
of parole, or as a probation sentence.  Conditions of supervision vary across the studies, but some
characteristics include urinalysis testing, increased face-to-face or collateral contacts, or required
participation in treatment. 

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio ($0.81)
Taxpayers ($324) Benefits minus costs ($7,653)
Other (1) ($806) Probability of a positive net present value 7 %
Other (2) ($2,283)
Total ($3,414)
Costs ($4,239)
Benefits minus cost ($7,653)

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 ($324) ($806) ($161) ($1,291)
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($2,122) ($2,122)

Totals $0 ($324) ($806) ($2,283) ($3,414)

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $3,747 1 2006 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($4,239)
Comparison costs $0 1 2010 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 13 0.016 0.808 0.016 0.064 32 0.016 0.064 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bagdon, W. & Ryan, J. E. (1993). Intensive supervision of offenders on prerelease furlough: An evaluation of the Vermont experience. FORUM on Corrections

Research, 5(2). Retrieved June 23, 2011 from http://www.csc- scc.gc.ca/text/pblct/forum/e052/052j_e.pdf

Brown, K. L. (2007). Effects of supervision philosophy on intensive probationers. Justice Policy Journal, 4(1). Retrieved June 23, 2011 from
http://www.cjcj.org/files/effects_of_0.pdf

Byrne, J. M., & Kelly, L. M. (1989). Restructuring probation as an intermediate sanction: An evaluation of the implementation and impact of the Massachusetts
Intensive Probation Supervision Program (Executive Summary). Final report to the National Institute of Justice, Research Program on the Punishment
and Control of Offenders.

Johnson, G., & Hunter, R. M. (1995). Evaluation of the Specialized Drug Offender Program. In R. R. Ross & R. D. Ross (Eds.), Thinking straight: The Reasoning
and Rehabilitation Program for delinquency prevention and offender rehabilitation (pp. 214-234). Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Air Training and
Publications.

Petersilia, J., & Turner, S. (1990). Intensive supervision for high-risk probationers: Findings from three California experiments. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

 Petersilia, J., Turner, S., & Deschenes, E. P. (1992). Intensive supervision programs for drug offenders. In J. M. Byrne, A. J. Lurigio, & J. Petersilia (Eds.), Smart
sentencing: The emergence of intermediate sanctions (pp. 18-37). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Smith, L. G., & Akers, R. L. (1993). A comparison of recidivism of Florida's community control and prison: A five-year survival analysis. Journal of Research in
Crime & Delinquency, 30(3), 267-292.

Turner, S., & Petersilia, J. (1992). Focusing on high-risk parolees: An experiment to reduce commitments to the Texas Department of Corrections. Journal of
Research on Crime & Delinquency, 29(1), 34-61.
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Domestic violence perpetrator treatment (Duluth-based model)  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated August 2014.

 
Program Description: The most common treatment for domestic violence offenders is a group-
based treatment developed in the 1980s in Duluth, MN.  Similar to 25 other states, Washington’s
legal standards for DV treatment require treatment to be group-based and incorporate elements of
the Duluth model. The treatment approach assumes that domestic violence “...is a gender-specific
behavior which is socially and historically constructed. Men are socialized to take control and to use
physical force when necessary to maintain dominance.” 
*Ganley, A. (1996). Understanding domestic violence. In: W. Warshaw & A. Ganley (eds.), Improving
Health Care Response  to Domestic Violence (pp. 15-44). San Francisco: Futures Without Violence.
R e t r i e v e d  f r o m  h t t p : / / w w w . f u t u r e s w i t h o u t v i o l e n c e . o r g / u s e r f i l e s / f i l e
/HealthCare/improving_healthcare_manual_1.pdf.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio ($6.29)
Taxpayers ($1,948) Benefits minus costs ($9,864)
Other (1) ($4,839) Probability of a positive net present value 18 %
Other (2) ($1,673)
Total ($8,459)
Costs ($1,405)
Benefits minus cost ($9,864)

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 ($1,948) ($4,839) ($971) ($7,758)
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($701) ($701)

Totals $0 ($1,948) ($4,839) ($1,673) ($8,459)

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $1,365 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($1,405)
Comparison costs $0 1 2011 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 50 %

This is the middle of the range of costs, based on a survey of seven treatment providers in Olympia, Seattle, Bellingham, Yakima, Spokane, and Moses Lake
on 6/16/2011.  All offenders are on probation; program costs are in addition to the cost of probation.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 6 0.091 0.464 0.091 0.124 35 0.091 0.124 45
Domestic violence Primary 6 0.050 0.734 0.046 0.135 35 0.046 0.135 45

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Davis, R.C., Taylor, B.G., & Maxwell, C.D. (2000). Does batterer treatment reduce violence? A randomized experiment in Brooklyn (Document No. NCJ 180772).

New York: Victim Services Research.

Feder, L., & Forde, D.R. (2000). A test of the efficacy of court-mandated counseling for domestic violence offenders: The Broward experiment (Final report,
Document No. NCJ 184752). Memphis, TN: University of Memphis, Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice.

Gordon, J.A., & Moriarty, L.J. (2003). The effects of domestic violence batterer treatment on domestic violence recidivism: The Chesterfield County
experience. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 30(1), 118-134.

Harrell, A.V. (1991). Evaluation of court-ordered treatment for domestic violence offenders (Final report). Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.

Labriola, M., Rempel, M., & Davis, R.C. (2008). Do batterer programs reduce recidivism? Results from a randomized trial in the Bronx. Justice Quarterly, 25(2),
252-282.
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For lower risk offenders, decrease prison average daily population by 250, by
lowering length of stay by 3 months  

Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated October 2013.
 

Program Description: This analysis describes a hypothetical scenario in which a statewide decrease
of 250 prison beds (roughly the equivalent of a state prison wing) would be achieved by reducing the
length of stay by three months for lower risk offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio n/a
Taxpayers ($517) Benefits minus costs $4,445
Other (1) ($3,344) Probability of a positive net present value 98 %
Other (2) $2,603
Total ($1,258)
Costs $5,703
Benefits minus cost $4,445

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 ($225) ($766) ($113) ($1,104)
Crime $0 ($292) ($2,578) ($147) ($3,017)
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 $2,863 $2,863

Totals $0 ($517) ($3,344) $2,603 ($1,258)

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs ($5,640) 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) $5,703
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime elasticity: violent Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.031 0.013 30 n/a n/a n/a
Crime elasticity: property Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.015 0.006 30 n/a n/a n/a
Crime Primary 3 0.000 0.001 0.018 0.021 30 0.018 0.021 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bhati, A. (2007). Estimating the number of crimes averted by incapacitation: An information theoretic approach. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4),

355-375.

Johnson, R., & Raphael, S. (2012). How much crime reduction does the marginal prisoner buy? Journal of Law and Economics, 55(2), 275-310.

Levitt, S. D. (1996). The effect of prison population size on crime rates: Evidence from prison overcrowding litigation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
111(2), 319-351.

Spelman, W. (2005). Jobs or jails? The crime drop in Texas. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 24(1), 133-165.

Spelman, W. (2006). The limited importance of prison expansion. In A. Blumstein & J. Wallman (Eds.), The crime drop in America (pp. 97- 129). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Spelman, W. (2013). Prisons and crime, backwards in high heels. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. doi: 10.1007/s10940-013-9193-2.

Sweeten, G., & Apel, R. (2007). Incapacitation: Revisiting an old question with a new method and new data. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4), 303-
326.
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For moderate risk offenders, decrease prison average daily population by 250, by
lowering length of stay by 3 months  

Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated October 2013.
 

Program Description: This analysis describes a hypothetical scenario in which a statewide decrease
of 250 prison beds (roughly the equivalent of a state prison wing) would be achieved by reducing the
length of stay by three months for moderate risk offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio n/a
Taxpayers ($1,055) Benefits minus costs $240
Other (1) ($6,733) Probability of a positive net present value 53 %
Other (2) $2,326
Total ($5,463)
Costs $5,703
Benefits minus cost $240

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 ($337) ($836) ($168) ($1,340)
Crime $0 ($719) ($5,897) ($359) ($6,975)
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 $2,852 $2,852

Totals $0 ($1,055) ($6,733) $2,326 ($5,463)

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs ($5,640) 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) $5,703
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 3 0.000 0.001 0.018 0.021 30 0.018 0.021 40
Crime elasticity: violent Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.069 0.030 30 n/a n/a n/a
Crime elasticity: property Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.054 0.022 30 n/a n/a n/a

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bhati, A. (2007). Estimating the number of crimes averted by incapacitation: An information theoretic approach. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4),

355-375.

Johnson, R., & Raphael, S. (2012). How much crime reduction does the marginal prisoner buy? Journal of Law and Economics, 55(2), 275-310.

Levitt, S. D. (1996). The effect of prison population size on crime rates: Evidence from prison overcrowding litigation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
111(2), 319-351.

Spelman, W. (2005). Jobs or jails? The crime drop in Texas. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 24(1), 133-165.

Spelman, W. (2006). The limited importance of prison expansion. In A. Blumstein & J. Wallman (Eds.), The crime drop in America (pp. 97- 129). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Spelman, W. (2013). Prisons and crime, backwards in high heels. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. doi: 10.1007/s10940-013-9193-2.

Sweeten, G., & Apel, R. (2007). Incapacitation: Revisiting an old question with a new method and new data. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4), 303-
326.
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For high risk offenders, decrease prison average daily population by 250, by
lowering length of stay by 3 months  

Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated October 2013.
 

Program Description: This analysis describes a hypothetical scenario in which a statewide decrease
of 250 prison beds (roughly the equivalent of a state prison wing) would be achieved by reducing the
length of stay by three months for high risk offenders.

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio n/a
Taxpayers ($1,692) Benefits minus costs ($4,554)
Other (1) ($10,567) Probability of a positive net present value 18 %
Other (2) $2,003
Total ($10,256)
Costs $5,702
Benefits minus cost ($4,554)

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 ($444) ($1,071) ($221) ($1,736)
Crime $0 ($1,249) ($9,496) ($622) ($11,366)
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 $2,846 $2,846

Totals $0 ($1,692) ($10,567) $2,003 ($10,256)

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs ($5,640) 1 2012 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) $5,702
Comparison costs $0 1 2012 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime elasticity: violent Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.108 0.047 30 n/a n/a n/a
Crime elasticity: property Primary 5 0.000 0.001 -0.123 0.050 30 n/a n/a n/a
Crime Primary 3 0.000 0.001 0.018 0.021 30 0.018 0.021 40

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Bhati, A. (2007). Estimating the number of crimes averted by incapacitation: An information theoretic approach. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4),

355-375.

Johnson, R., & Raphael, S. (2012). How much crime reduction does the marginal prisoner buy? Journal of Law and Economics, 55(2), 275-310.

Levitt, S. D. (1996). The effect of prison population size on crime rates: Evidence from prison overcrowding litigation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
111(2), 319-351.

Spelman, W. (2005). Jobs or jails? The crime drop in Texas. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 24(1), 133-165.

Spelman, W. (2006). The limited importance of prison expansion. In A. Blumstein & J. Wallman (Eds.), The crime drop in America (pp. 97- 129). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Spelman, W. (2013). Prisons and crime, backwards in high heels. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. doi: 10.1007/s10940-013-9193-2.

Sweeten, G., & Apel, R. (2007). Incapacitation: Revisiting an old question with a new method and new data. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4), 303-
326.
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Deploy one additional police officer with hot spots strategies  
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated October 2013.

 
Program Description: This broad group of studies estimates the effectiveness of hot spots policing
(compared to statewide average practices), primarily in urban jurisdictions in the United States.  Hot
spots policing concentrates policing in high crime areas or on specific crimes such as drug trafficking.
This strategy differs from "traditional" policing, which typically relies on random preventative patrol
or response to calls for service.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $6.94
Taxpayers $69,865 Benefits minus costs $552,066
Other (1) $587,770 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) ($11,885)
Total $645,751
Costs ($93,684)
Benefits minus cost $552,066

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $69,865 $587,770 $34,835 $692,470
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($46,720) ($46,720)

Totals $0 $69,865 $587,770 ($11,885) $645,751

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $90,927 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($93,684)
Comparison costs $0 1 2011 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 20 %

After consulting leading researchers in this area, we found that reliable estimates for the cost of hot spots strategies are not available.  Therefore, we
increased the cost of a police officer by 5% to capture the estimated additional costs associated with hot spots deployment.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime elasticity: violent Primary n/a 0.000 0.001 -0.882 0.108 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Crime elasticity: property Primary n/a 0.000 0.001 -0.609 0.315 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Draca, M., Machin, S., & Witt, R. (2011). Panic on the streets of London: Police, crime, and the July 2005 terror attacks. The American Economic Review,

101(5), 2157-2181.

Evans, W. N., & Owens, E. G. (2007). COPS and crime. Journal of Public Economics, 91(1-2), 181.

Klick, J., & Tabarrok, A. (2005). Using terror alert levels to estimate the effect of police on crime. Journal of Law and Economics, 48(1), 267-279.

Levitt, S. D. (2002). Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effects of police on crime: Reply. The American Economic Review, 92(4), 1244-1250.

Lin, M. (2009). More police, less crime: Evidence from US state data. International Review of Law and Economics, 29(2), 73-80.

McCrary, J. (2002). Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effect of police on crime: Comment. The American Economic Review, 92(4), 1236-
1243.

Shi, L. (2009). The limit of oversight in policing: Evidence from the 2001 Cincinnati riot. Journal of Public Economics, 93(1), 99- 113.

Worrall, J. L., & Kovandzic, T. V. (2010). Police levels and crime rates: An instrumental variables approach. Social Science Research, 39(3), 506-516.

(Hot spot citation): Braga, A., Papachristos, A., & Hureau, D. (2012). Hot spots policing effects on crime. Campbell Systematic Reviews , 8.
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Deploy one additional police officer with statewide average practices   
Benefit-cost estimates updated August 2014.  Literature review updated October 2013.

 
Program Description: This broad group of studies estimates the average effectiveness of a police
officer on reducing crime, primarily in jurisdictions in the United States.  These studies measure the
"average" effect of a range of police deployment strategies including "traditional" policing (e.g.,
random preventative patrol or response to calls for service) and newer strategies (e.g., hot spots
policing, problem oriented policing, and community oriented policing).  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2013).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

 

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $6.52
Taxpayers $62,192 Benefits minus costs $488,375
Other (1) $528,978 Probability of a positive net present value 100 %
Other (2) ($13,636)
Total $577,533
Costs ($89,158)
Benefits minus cost $488,375

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $62,192 $528,978 $31,412 $622,581
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $0 ($45,048) ($45,048)

Totals $0 $62,192 $528,978 ($13,636) $577,533

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization and the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes. In the “Other (2)”
category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $86,597 1 2011 Present value of net program costs (in 2013 dollars) ($89,158)
Comparison costs $0 1 2011 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 20 %

WSIPP regression analysis of Washington state police employment data from WASPC and operating expenditure data from the State Auditor, and at risk
analysis to obtain the error band.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.
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Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime elasticity: violent Primary n/a 0.000 0.001 -0.796 0.095 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Crime elasticity: property Primary n/a 0.000 0.001 -0.515 0.262 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Draca, M., Machin, S., & Witt, R. (2011). Panic on the streets of London: Police, crime, and the July 2005 terror attacks. The American Economic Review,

101(5), 2157-2181.

Evans, W. N., & Owens, E. G. (2007). COPS and crime. Journal of Public Economics, 91 (1-2), 181.

Klick, J., & Tabarrok, A. (2005). Using terror alert levels to estimate the effect of police on crime. Journal of Law and Economics, 48(1), 267-279.

Levitt, S. D. (2002). Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effects of police on crime: Reply. The American Economic Review, 92(4), 1244-1250.

Lin, M. (2009). More police, less crime: Evidence from US state data. International Review of Law and Economics, 29(2), 73-80.

McCrary, J. (2002). Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effect of police on crime: Comment. The American Economic Review, 92(4), 1236-
1243.

Shi, L. (2009). The limit of oversight in policing: Evidence from the 2001 Cincinnati riot. Journal of Public Economics, 93(1), 99- 113.

Worrall, J. L., & Kovandzic, T. V. (2010). Police levels and crime rates: An instrumental variables approach. Social Science Research, 39(3), 506-516.
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Driving Under the Influence (DUI) court  
  Literature review updated February 2014.

 
Program Description: Driving under the influence (DUI) courts are a therapeutic court typically for
offenders with a prior DUI conviction. Participants enter into a contract with the court and agree to
comply with treatment and supervision requirements. Non-compliance may resort in the imposition
of harsher sentences. DUI courts typically involve a team of stakeholders (e.g., participant, judge,
treatment provider, case manager, and supervising officer). While each DUI court is unique, most
courts share similar characteristics such as treatment; judicial monitoring; DUI education; abstaining
from alcohol; random breath or transdermal testing; incentives, rewards, and sanctions; and
progressive stages (e.g, less monitoring with compliance). DUI courts can vary in length. Studies in
this systematic review were typically 12 to 24 months in length.

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Alcohol-related offenses Primary 8 -0.202 0.109 -0.198 0.075 38 -0.198 0.075 48

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Breckenridge, J. F., Winfree, L. T., Jr., Maupin, J. R., & Clason, D. L. (2000). Drunk drivers, DWI 'drug court' treatment , and recidivism: Who fails? Justice

Research and Policy, 2(1), 87.

Carey, S.M. Herrera Allen, T. & Einspruch, E. (2012). San Joaquin DUI monitoring court process and outcome evaluation, final report. NPC Research. Portland,
OR.

Cissner, A B., (2009). The drug court model and persistent DWI: An evaluation of the Erie and Niagara DWI/Drug Courts. Center for Court Innovation. New
York, NY.

Fell, J. C., Tippetts, A S., Langston, E. A, United States., & Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation. (2011). An evaluation of the three Georgia DUI courts.
Washington, D.C.: National Highway Traffic Safety  Administration.

Hiller, M., Saum, C., Taylor, L., Watson , C., Hayes, W, & Samuelson, B. (2009). Waukesha alcohol treatment court: Process and outcomes. Temple University,
Department of Criminal Justice. Philadelphia, PA

Jones, R. K., United States., United States., & Mid-America Research Institute. (2011). Evaluation of the dui court program in Maricopa County, Arizona.
Washington , D.C.: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

MacDonald, J. M., Morral, A R., Raymond, B., & Eibner, C. (2007). The efficacy of the Rio Hondo DUI court: A 2-year field experiment. Evaluation Review,
31(1), 4-23.

Taylor, E., Zold- Kilbourn, P., Carey, S. M., Fuller, B., & Kissick (2008). Michigan DUI courts outcome evaluation. NPC Research. Lansing, MI: Michigan Supreme
Court State Court Administrative Office.
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Ignition interlock devices for alcohol-related offenses  
  Literature review updated March 2014.

 
Program Description: Ignition interlock devices are installed on a motor vehicle typically for
offenders who have been convicted of alcohol-related offenses (e.g., driving under the influence
(DUI)). The device operates like a breathalyzer and when  alcohol above a specified threshold is
detected in the breath, the vehicle will not start. Most devices require periodic breath samples once
the car has started. Offenders are typically required to pay for the cost of the ignition interlock device.
Interlock devices are typically required for 12 to 24 months.
 
For studies included in this meta-analysis, ignition interlock devices were used for repeat DUI
offenders and the devices were monitored by an executive agency (e.g., department of motor
vehicles), not by the courts.
 
We examined the effectiveness of the devices once removed from the vehicle and found that the
effect size decreased by 38 percent. That is, ignition interlock devices were more effective while on
the vehicle (ES = -0.641, p value = 0.01) and less effective once removed (ES = -0.398, p value = 0.06).
 

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Alcohol-related offenses Primary 4 -0.467 0.004 -0.467 0.161 39 -0.467 0.161 49

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Beck, K. H., Rauch, W. J., Baker, E. A., & Williams, A. F. (1999). Effects of Ignition Interlock License Restrictions on Drivers With Multiple Alcohol Offenses: A

Randomized Trial in Maryland. American Journal of Public Health, 89, 11.

Raub, R. A., Lucke, R. E., & Wark, R. I. (2003). Breath alcohol ignition interlock devices: Controlling the recidivist. Traffic Injury Prevention, 4, 199-205.

Rauch, W. J., Ahlin, E. M., Zador, P. L., Howard, J. M., & Duncan, G. D. (2011). Effects of administrative ignition interlock license restrictions on drivers with
multiple alcohol offenses. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7(2), 127-148.

Weinrath, M. et al. (1997). The Ignition Interlock Program for Drunk Drivers: A Multivariate Test. Crime & Delinquency, 43, 42-59.
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Domestic violence perpetrator treatment (Non-Duluth models)  
  Literature review updated August 2014.

 
Program Description: This collection of studies evaluates several approaches to group treatment for
domestic violence offenders.  None of these programs used the Duluth curriculum.  The included
studies each tested one of several approaches:
• Cognitive-behavior, focus on relationships, communication, empathy.
• Couples group therapy
• Relationship enhancement therapy (men’s group treatment
• Substance abuse group treatment adapted for domestic violence offenders.

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of effect
sizes

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the
benefit-cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 6 -0.173 0.046 -0.168 0.086 31 -0.168 0.086 41
Domestic violence Primary 6 -0.166 0.055 -0.161 0.087 31 -0.161 0.087 41

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Chen, H., Bersani, C., Myers, S.C., & Denton, R. (1989). Evaluating the effectiveness of a court sponsored abuser treatment program. Journal of Family

Violence, 4(4), 309-322.

Dunford, F.W. (2000). The San Diego navy experiment: An assessment of interventions for men who assault their wives. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 68(3), 468-476.

Easton, C.J., Mandel, D.L., Hunkele, K.A., Nich, C., Rounsaville, B.J., & Carroll, K.M. (2007). A cognitive behavioral therapy for alcohol-dependent domestic
violence offenders: An integrated substance abuse-domestic violence treatment approach (SADV). American Journal on Addictions, 16(1), 24-31.

Palmer, S.E., Brown, R.A., & Maru, B.E. (1992). Group treatment program for abusive husbands: Long-term evaluation. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
62(2), 276-283.

Waldo, M. (1998). Relationship enhancement counseling groups for wife abusers. Journal of Mental Health Counseling, 10(1), 37-45.
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